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Yes. Ameritech Illinois is fully compliant with the FCC’s order in allowing CLECs to 

purchase their own &ter and install it in their collocation arrangement. 

WHEN WILL THE SPLITTERS THAT AMERITECH ILLIKOIS HAS 
VOLUIKTARILY AGREED TO O\\% BE DEPLOYED IN THE “TARGETED” 
WIRE CENTERS? 

The deployment schedule for Ameritech Illinois’ voluntary offer to onn the splitter and 

provide it on a line at,a time basis has been developed and splitters are being installed 
.__-. .._ “-- - I .- . . .._.._.-. _.._ _ _ - ._----. -- .-.--.- -- 

_ ___. __ ._-_____ _-_ . -- 1.. _ .~ . - _. .- 

kcordingly. All interested CLECs ranked, in order of preference, all the 

central offices in Illinois where they wanted Ameritech Illinois to install splitters. 

Ameritech Illinois did not set a ceiling on the number of offices the CLECs could rank. 

Th: CLECs then submitted forecasts for those offices which were received by Ameritech 

Illinois on March 23. Ameritech Illinois has published the deployment schedule, based 

on the ranked offices and forecast. This Ameritech Illinois schedule provides that 48% 

of the CLECs forecasted lines will be available by June 20th. While not eve3 office will 

be ready by June 6, Ameritech Illinois’ schedule does provide the CLECs wii all 

targeted offices in the order they were requested. Hence, the percentage of lines 

forecasted will be provided as follows: 27% by June 6*; 48% by June$; 83% by July . 

27* and 100% by August 20*, 2000. 
\ i . 

DOES THIS SPLITTER “ROLL OUT” SCHEDULE COMPLY \\ITH THE LINE 
SHARING ORDER? . 

Yes. The schedule does not jeopardize compliance d&the FCC’s order, as CLECs have 
_ 

always had the option of installing their owi splitters. And, at no time did Ameritech 

Illinois commit to providing splitters in all 141 of the requested central offtces in Illinois __ ;- 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 ’ splitter functionality, a.~ Rhythms chose to do, such that the CLECs could be operational 
. . . ..-_- .- -- --.. 

7 
._. ..__._- - _ .,_--..-_ _ .._..___ -. _-- __. . 

on June 6,200O in all of Arneritech Illinois.cenual offices. . 

8 

9 

10 week schedule that is provided. Ameritech Illinois has always advised the CLECs that 

11 the deployment schedule would depend on receiving the orders for the cabling, blocks, 

12 

13 

18 A. Rhythms and Covad contend that all other ILECs across the country have all of the 

19 

20 

21 

. by June 6,200O. Ameritech Illinois did not even have the forecasts from the CLECs until 

March 22,200O. All ihe central offrce engineering, ordering of the equipment, delivery . 

dates of the equipment, installation of the equipment and testing of the equipment had to 

be planned and sequenced. This is the very reason why the CLECs were encouraged 

repeatedly by Ameritech Illinois at the weekly line sharing meetings to provide their own 

Orders were placed v+ith vendors in early March and new vendors were solicited and 

co&acts signed v;ith these vendors such that Ameritech Illinois could manage the 20- 

bays, shelves and splitter cards on time. If the raw materials are received on ti$rne, the 
4 

schedule, as requested, will be completed on time. 
‘. 

RHYTHMS AXD COVAD SUGGEST THAT THIS DEPLO’t’hlEh’T SCHEDULE 
IS THE M’ORST OF THE ILECS. (Covad Ex. 1.0 at l?(l\loga)) HOW DO YOU’ --------~--~--- 
RESPOND? \ I ‘ 

CLECs requested offices completed and ready by the June sh deadline. Ameritech 

Illinois has been made aware of industry wide shortages of the following products: - 

Bays, splitter shelves, s&t& cards, tie cabling and blocks. These shortages are 
.- .- ;;- . .._ _._ - _-.___. . . . -. ..- ..-. . -,- i - -:- . . 

lOI4?ul a3oow6co42 
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IO 

11 

12 Q. WH.4T STEPS HAS AMERITECH ILLIKOIS TAKEX TO FACILITATE CLEC 
13 DEPLOYMENT OF CLEC OW’NED SPLITTERS? 

14 A. Ameritech Illinois repeatedly urged CLECs purchasing their own splitters to $bmit 

collocation requests (physical and virtual) to ensure that those CLECs could implement 

line sharing in their targeted offices by June 6,200O. While Ameritech Illinois worked 

on its process for a “line sharing collocation application,” Ameritech Illinois has 

15 

16 .- --. _. 

17 

18 

. . 19 

20 

21 

22 

affecting all of the JLECs. In fact, kneritech Illinois is aware that the other regions are ’ . 

NOT going to meet their June 6‘h deadlines as provided by the ILECs to the CLECs and 
. 

this information was obtained through sworn testimony at the Texas Public Utility 

Commission hearings on May 23,200O. Nonetheless, the CLECs have signed 

interconnection contracts in place with two of these ILECs. And, another ILEC is not 

providing any ILEC ozbned splitters as an option to the CLECs. Ameritech Illinois’ 
.--- .~ ._....... _ 

parent company, SBC, signed letters of intent mith the manufacturer of the splitters in- .- = .- 

early March and because of SBCs early request, has been provided splitter shelves and 

splitter cards and, short of backorders outside of Ameritech Illinois contro1, Ameritech 
\ , 

Illiiois expects to honor the schedule as provided. 

provided the CLECs with information necessary to submit standard applications whkh’ 

Ameritech Illinois would honor. When the draft line sharing application became 

available in early April, Ameritech Illinois also told the CLECs in the collaborative ’ 
. 

session that Ameritech Illinois would accept the draft application. That application was 
.-. 

distributed electronically to all’CLECs on April 7,200O. On April 28, Ameritech Illinois 
i- - . ,’ ” : .- :. - 

. 
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fumished all CLECs with its official Line Sharing Collocation Application streamlined .. . 

and tailored for line sharing. Ameritech Illinois also provided direction to the CLECs on 

how to properly submit the applications for cable re-designations and inventory of 

facilities in Ameritech Illinois database. 

Also, Ameritech Illinois crafted a one time process, at the request and with the 
t 

agreement of the CLECs, to provide a 30 day interval for CLECS to submit collocation - 

applications in those offices that the CLEC wished to reuse existing cabling to facilitate ‘ 

thfir line sharing forecasts. Ameritech Illinois agreed to waive all collocation application 

feh and will restencil and designate pairs in Ameritech Illinois “SUIITCH” data base so 

that the pre-provisioning of CLECs cable pairs would be inventoried in Ameritech 

Illinois’ data base to accomplish flow through provisioning. 

t 
12 1’. A!ilERITECH ILLIXOIS’ PROPOSED AGREE!bfEr\T k 

4 
13 Q. WHY SHOLZD A?‘ilERlTECH ILLIKOlS’ PROPOSED TERMS AND 
14 COSDITIOSS FOR LISE SHARIKG BEtADOPTED? 

15A. . First, Ameritech Illinois’ proposed line sharing agreement is consistent with the FCC’s 

--16- 
. .-_. _ ~. --__. ~_ ~_.. ___.._.___... __. 

Line Sharing Order. The CLEC’s proposals go far beyond what is required by the FCC. 
t 

17 

18 

Second, Ameritech Illinois’ proposal applies to all CLECs, including Ameritech Illmoi;’ * 

data afftliate. This will ensure parity in &e serke provided by Ameritech Illinois to all 

19 CLECs. . I 

20 
21 VI. COMMENTS OY THE RHYTHMS’ AKD COI’AD’S PROPOSED AGREEMEl-- 
22 . 

23 Q. RHYTHMS AND COVAD HAVE OFF&ED TERMS ‘i.-!VD COXDITIOKS TO 

. . - IOI47u.1 CWI) lo4oc 042 

- 



In. C.C. Dockets No. 00-03 12 and 00-03 13 
Ameritech Illiaois Ex. 1 .O (Schlacbnan) 

1 
2 

. 
3 A. 

4 inconsistent with the Line Sharing Order, the framework developed during the Line 

5 

6’ loops. The Issues which I am concerned about and will address include: 

.._.~ 7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

20 
21- 

-- 22.---- 
23 
24 

25 

i; 

28 

29 
30 
31 

SUPPORT THEIR \‘IEW OF “LINE SHARIKG.” DO YOU HAVE Ah” .’ 
COSCERKS WITH THESE PROPOSED TERMS AKD COKDITIOKS? 

., _. ./ . 1 .x _, .:-1* ._ ., _: ._ 
Yesi ‘?ne proposed terms and conditions include many~~unreasonable items that are 

Sharing Trial or with the current standards for provision of unbundled DSL capable 

Issue 1: 

Issue 3: 

Issue 4: 

Issue 5: 

Issue 7: 

Issue 9: 

Issue 10: 

Issue I 1: 

_ _._ * e-..- 

. ..: 

. 

Should Ameritech Illinois be required to provide the Line Sharing 
UNE in a three business day interval from June 6 to September 6, 
in a MO day business internal from September 7 to December 7, 
and in a one day business inten’al thereafter and a five business 
day internal for loops,that require de-conditioning? 

In addition to providing line sharing over home run copper loops, 
must Ameritech Illinois also allow CLECs to provide XDSL 
services utilizing line sharing on loops that traverse fiber-fed 
digital loop carrier (“DLC”) system’s between the remote terminal 
and the central office? 

‘8 1 : 

- 

Should Ameritech Illinois be required to provide a menu of three-~-------- 
splitter network configurations to address CLECs’ differing 
business needs in all requesting central offices by June 6,2000? 

IS thiny (30) calendar days the appropriate interval for augments to 
provide line sharing? 

Should Ameritech Illinois be required to provide CLECs with 
direct access to the shared physical loop for testing purposes at any 
technically feasible point? . 

In order to consider the-installation of the line sharing UNE 
complete, must Ameritech Illinois test and the CLEC affrrmative!y 
accept the lie sharing UNE? 

What is the appropriate maintenance and repair time interval? 

Should Ameritech Illinois pay for the cable that carries voice 
traffic from the CLEC’s splitter back to Ameritech Illinois’ main 
distribution frame (MDF’)? 
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1 JSSUE 1: . . 

_. 2 .Q* 
3 
4 
5 

. . . DESCRIBE AME.R.lTECH ILLINOIS’.CONCER~ OVER RHYTHMS AND. .,_ . . ,.t-:.. ._ri ..; ;.. j7c,,:-: 
COVAI)‘S hIEN APPROACH. 

6 

7 ’ 

I set forth Ameritech Ihinois proposal on splitter configuration above. I would like to 

elaborate, however, on the several reasons why Ameritech Illinois objects to the “menu” 

8 

9 

10 

approach advocated by Covad and Rhythms. As stated above, Ameritech Illinois . 

disagrees with Rhj-thms' and Covad’s contention that tieritech Illinois Gill not be in. -’ 

compliance with the FCC’s Line Shpring Order if it does not offer splitter functionality 

to CLECs. The Line Sharing Order does not require kneritech Illinois to omn splitters 
1’ 

11 or tb provide splitter functionality to CLECs by June 6,2000, or any other time. 

12 Q. 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 A. 

21 

RH\‘THMS’ A?ID COyA?%, HOWEVER, CLAIhl THAT THIS 1s A 
MISLEADIXG ISTERPRETATIOX. THEY ARGUE THAT THE FCC’S 
LAXGUAGE WAS In’ RESPOSSE TO ILEC’S FEAR THAT SOME CLECS 
MIGHT DEMAXD TO OMX k”r’D CONTROL THE SPLITTER, THEREFORE, 
THE FCC \1’AS “SIhl PLY MAFUSG IT CLEAR THAT THE ILEC C&JLD 
FORCE THE CLEC TO ALLOW THE ILEC TO OWX THE SPLITTER” HOW 
DO YO’I: RESPOND? (Covad Ex. 2.0 at 16-17 (Zulevic)) 

Nothing in the record supports the CLECs conclusions. In fact, in both the California 

and Texas Arbitration Proceedings held in April and May of this year, the CLECs have 
! I 1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

argued that SBC changed its view of splitter ownership. In fact, in both of these 

proceedings, the CLECs have introduced into record SBC’s lerter filed with the FCC in 

June of 1999. SBC has well acknowledged in both of these proceedings that it was 

apparent that the FCC awarded the CLECs the “‘right” to full ownership and maintenance - . . 

of splitters and as such, SBC can no longer assert their previous position. h-h 
- . : ‘.-. li - -.:‘. advances hi<; been ir&oduced.&:the spliik) tech&&y allo&g voice services to ‘not 

4. 

. 
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14 Q. 
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16 
17 
I 8:. A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

be interrupted when splitter cards are removed or become defective. Such innovations 

allow for the protection of the end iis’ei‘s lifeline service.. These measures coupled Hith . .* .: 

the liability language that Ameritech Illinois is requesting, should assure that end user’s 

voice service will remain uninterrupted and secure under a line shared service. 

DOES AMERITECh ILLI3OlS HAVE OTHER oBJECTlOSS TQ RHYTHMS'_ ._ ,. 
AND COVAD'S %lENJ" APPROACH? 

Yes. Ameritech Illinois objects to Rhythms and Covads contention that Ameritech 

IlIjnois must provide splitters on a “shelf at a time basis.” As stated above, not only is 
: 

Ameritech Illinois not required by the Line Sharing Order to provide splitters a shelf at a 

time, there are many restrictions which now prevent Ameritech Illinois from providing 

splitters a shelf at a time. 
L : 

RHYTH~IS AND COVAD, HO~YEVER, ARGUE THAT OFFER.ISG &LITTERS 
A SHELF AT A TIME IS MORE EFFJCJE37. HO\\' DO YOU RJZSPOXD? 
(Covad Ex. 2.0 at 8 (Zulevic) * 

Setting aside the provisioning problems inherent with two architectures, Rhythms’ and 
. 

Covad’s argument is vAhout merit. First, for the reasons I described above, offering 8 : 

splitters a line at a time is actually more cost efficient to both Ameritech Illinois and the 

CLEC then oKering spitters a shelf at a time. Moreover, Ameritech Illinois must protect . 

its most valued asset and that is the central office space, which includes frame space. . 

Providing CLECS with options of shelf at a time and line at a time will result in more 

cabling and more blocks on Ameritech Illinois already congested frames. Third, splitter ‘. 
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1 technology is in its infancy and Ameritech Illinois will not recover its initial costs for . 

2 : ,. .” ;., “....,;. .- ,- i providing line at a time splitters-if and yjq CLECs.begiq implementing ney. .- . _ , 

3 

4 

5 . 

C. 6 

7 Q. 
a 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 - 

18 

19 Q. 
20 
21 
22 

,, 23' 
24 

25 

technologies into their networks. If having a shelf dedicated to a CLEC is the preferred 

option, Ameritech Illinois urges the Commission to require CLECs provide that 

functionality to themselves. 

. 
____ .._..._.___ ___ _-.._ ---_ ____ --- . ..- ._._ .-.- . ..-- 

DOES AMERITECH ILLIN&HAVE OTHER OBJECTIOSS TO RHYTHMS - 
AND COVAD’S MEN APPROACH? 

Yeq. Ameritech Illinois also objects to Rhytis’ and Covad’s proposal which authorizes 

CL&s to direct where Ameritech Illinois-owed splitters are to be located in the central 

office. As stated above, Ameritech Illinois proposes that where the CLEC owns the _ _ 
splitter, and physically collocates, splitters shall be installed in the CLEC’s cbllocation 

arrangement area (whether caged or cageless), consistent with Ameritech Illin P is’ 

i 
collocation tariff. \%en the CLEC is virtually collocated, Ameritech Illinois ~111 install, 

provision and maintain splitters under the ten& of viirtual collocation. Additionally, 

where Ameritech Illinois owns the splitter, Ameritech Illinois will determine where such -~- -- 
. 

splitters will be located in each central office. : t : 

RHYTHMS AKD COVAD, HOWE& ARGUE THAT IT IS MORE 
EFFJCIEN’TO LOCATE SPLITTERS OX THE MAIh’ DlSTRIBUTION 
FINE. HOW DO YOU RESPOh’D? (Coved Ex. 2.0 at 5,14 (Zulevic); Covad/ 
Rhythms Es. 2.0 at 15 (Riolo)) .+ _, .,.. :, I ) 1 - . . . r ,_. -)’ ,: ;_~ . 

I disagree. ~ythrns and Covad cIaim that locating splitters in the collocation space is 

less efficient then Iocating the splitters on the main distribution Came because longer tie 
. 

1Olr)u.l c500 lu(c w 
. 
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__ 6 ____ 
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9 ub?&tously, if at all, in their networks. In fact, only 25 such blocks have even been 
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11 

12 
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15 Q. 

---- 16- 
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cables are required. This, the CLECs argue, can result in increased costs, increased . 

:. opporrunities for network failure and additional provisioning work. The frame. mounted ._ . . 

splitters that Rhythms and Covad claim are efficient can only provision a maximum of 

16 lines. This splitter is slightly larger than a 100 pair connecting block which is what 

ILECs mount on frames as opposed to equipment. If Ameritech Illinois were to mount 

_-_ thsse I6 -- -. Iin! splitters ‘so that CLECs could avoid paying for tie cabling, Ameritech _ _ -.. _.-. . 

Illinois would consume twice the frame space, (6 blocks to 3 blocks) that Ameritech 
. 

Illinois can provision. None of the other ILECs have plans to deploy this type of splitter 
\ 

shipped from the manufacturer through May 23,200O and those shipments are being sent 
. 

to US West. Bell South is buying no 16 line splitters. Ameritech Illinois will locate the 

splitters in a common area accessible to CLECs. This designation allows the CLECs the 
s 

access point at the splitter that is required in the Line Sharing Order. 

, 

RHYTHMS Ah’D COVAD ALSO SUGGEST THAT THE FCC, IN ITS LINE 
--. Stt4RI,+‘G ORDER, RECOMMENDED LOCATING SPLITTERS Oh’ THE MAIh’ 

DISTRIBUTION FR4ME. HOW DO YOU RESPOND? (Covad Ex. 2.0 at 6 
(Zulevic)). \ J ; 

Paragraph 113 of the order reads: “This splitter will likely be installed between the 

MDF and the other central office equipment”. Also, in Paragraph 104 the FCC explains 

” the cabling arrangements as follows “The first approach is to cable the high frequency . -. . 

band directly to the DSLAM, and the second is to cable it (the high frequency band) to 

another MDF location (or to an intermediate distribution frame (IDF) location and then 
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1 on to the DSLAh4.” It is clear that the recommended approach as set out in the Lime . 

2 Sharing order is to utke cabling to connect the splitters to the MDFADF and not to 

3 
4 
5 Q* 
6 
7 
8 ’ 
9 -_-_---- _ 

10 A.’ 

mount splitters directly on the frames. 

RHYTHMS AKD COVAD EXPRESS COKCERY THAT PLACIKG THE 
SPLITTERS IN THE COI\lXlOK COLLOCATIOK AREA WILL REDUCE THE 
AMOUh’T OF AVAILABLE EFFICIEKT SPACE FOR CLECS TO 
COLLOCATE. PLEASE RESPOSD.. (Covad Ex. 2.0 at 15 (Zulevic)). . . 

- - - - - _- ___-- --~- __- _ . . __ __ _ _ . . 
The Line Sharing Order requires &eritech Illinois to.provide the CLECs ~3h test - 

11 access at the splitter. Ameritech Illinois will therefore place splitters in common areas 

12 acoessible to CLECs. If no common area exists, Ameritech Illinois will place splitters 
z 

13 within its equipment line-up in an area as close to the MDF/IDF, space providing, as 

14 possible. However, if those circumstances arise, Ameritech Illinois will perform all 

15 

16 

testing on behalf of the CLECs. Ameritech Illinois manages all space in its central 

offices in an efficient manner and it is not cost efficient to do othewise, whe&er 
I\ 

17 common space or space reserved for central offices. 
* 

18 
19 -Q. 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 A. 

HOW DO YOU RESPOSD TO RHYTHMS AKD COVAD’S ARGUMEKT THAT 
IT WILL HAVE TO RELY Oh’ AMERITECH ILLIh’OIS FOR CAPACITY 
MANAGEMEKT OF THE SPLITTER IF AMERITECH ILLIKOIS DOES h’6T . 
OFFER SPLITTERS A SHELF AT A TIME?_ (Covad Er. 2.0 at 15 (Zulevic); 
Covad Ex. 1.0 at 16 (hloya)). 7 

26 

27 

As explained in my testimony, Rhythms is supplying the vast majority of its own splitters . . 

and as such will not “ be relying” on Ameritech Illinois for capacity management. .. 

Covad has the same options available, i.e., provide their own splitter functionality. In 

. 
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any event, Arneritech Illinois has developed a capacity management program to provide” 

Ameritech Illinois management with usage reports and triggers such that additional 

splitter equipment can be deployed well in advance of exhaust. To allay CLECs 

concerns, Ameritech Illinois offers in its contract a provision for CLECs who have NOT 

provided forecasts in requested central offices, to have a provisioning interval IO days 

beyond the installation equipment date. lhis provision will ensure that those CLECs 
: _ 

who have forecasteosplitters will have those splittersavailablem~and those CLl% 

who have not forecasted splitters will not be able to consume all available splitters but 

must wait for equipment installation, if required, to meet their demand. 

11 ISSUE 3: . 
12 
13 Q. 
14 
15 
16 

DESCRIBE AMERITECH ILLIiKOIS’ POSITIOS 11TTI-I RESPECT TO 
AUGMENT ISTERVALS. z 

y 

. 

17 

18- 

19 

20 

21 

The Commission is we\1 aware that in Amerirech Illinois, CLECs provide al;\cabling, 

whether initial cabling or augments to existing cabling under normal collocation tariffs. 

The CLECs know their business plans, are aware of any needs to augment their cabling 

arrangements and have had the opportunity to install its cabling arrangement. ‘; ,: 

Additionally, all CLECs have been provided the schedule that Ameritech Illinois plans to 

have Ameritech Illinois splitters installed by central office to use in their planning. * 

22 
23 Q. 
24 
25 

RHYTHMS IU\‘D COVAD’S PROPOSAL REQUIRES SWBT TO PROVIDE 
COLLOCATIOK AUGMENTS IN 30 DAYS. IS THIS REQUIRED BY THE 
CURREKT conm~ssloh APPROVED COLLOCATION TARIFFA~'DCA~' 

101cIu.I PYD lucc 041 

29 
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. . 

No. The collocation tariff does not require the such intervals for augments. And, as 
_.. ‘. _ 

stated in the pervious answer, Ameritech Illinois has procedures in place for the CLECs 

4 to provide their cabling requirements. The CLECs make no justification why the 

5 
. 

6 
- - .__.__ -.. 

7 

commission-approved intewals and processes should be circumvented for line sharing. 

Additionally, collocation terms and conditions go beyond the stated purpose ofthe line . 
_ 

sharing arbitration proceedings: Collocation’is not lme sharing and should not be 

8 

9 

brought into these proceedings. Rather, the rates, terms and conditions, which apply for 

collocation today, should also apply in the line sharing environment. 
, 
; 

10 Q. 
‘.. 11 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

HAS AMERITECH ILLINOIS AGREED TO HELP CLECS WITH SHORTENED 
INTERVALS AS PART OF THE COLLABORATIVE TRIAL? 

As explained above, Ameritech Illinois does not provide cable augments to CLECs, 
2,: 

rather cable augments are under the complete control of the CLECs. Howeveb, 
‘t 

Ameritech Illinois has provided a 30 day inte?al if CLECs wish to reuse existing cabling 

and dedicate that cabling for line sharing. Upon receipt of a complete and correct 

collocation application, Ameritech Illinois will redesignate CLECs existing cabling in 

Ameritech’s Illinois databases and will commit to providing that service within 30 diys” 

of the receipt of a correct and complde application Ameritech Illinois has waived 

application fees with respect to this request. 

- 

20 ISSUE 4: 

21 Q. DESCRIBE AMEIUTECH ILLIXOIS’ POSITION WITH RESPECT TO ACCESS 

lOl4nJ I saoo Iwc 012 
30 
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2 A. a* ._ 

3 

4 feasible point. Ameritech Illinois disagrees. 

c 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 cards per shelf). Any trouble isolation attributed to one card could result in service ‘a 

17 disruption to the other three lines provisioned through the same card. Therefore, 

18 Ameritech Illinois should be responsible for maintaining Ameritech Illinois owned 

19 

20 Ameritech Illinois will permit intrusive testing under certain terms and conditions. First, 
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TO THE SHARED LOOP FOR TESTISG PURPOSES. 

Rhythms and Covad argue that Ameritech Illinois should be required to provide CLECs __. --i .-:.. 

with direct access to the shared physical loop for testing purposes at any technically 

All CLECs are given. parity in testing with Ameritech Illinois or its data affiliate. CLECs 

kill have test access to the splitters they ot\n twenty-four hours a day, seven days a 

week. CLECs shall have direct access to Ameritech Illinois-owned splitters when those 

splitters are located in common areas. CLECs will have test access on a non-intrusive 

basis only when physically testing at the splitter card. However, CLECs will not have 
. ,-. 

direct access to-keritech Illinois-oMned splitters if those splitters are installed outside 

of the common area. Most offices in Illinois will have the Ameritech Illinois-owred 

splitters installed in these common areaS and CLECs will have 7 x 23 test ac ess at the h i \ 
spliner. Sxh resring can be done without affecting voice senices or other data CLEC’s 

. 
senices. Since Ameritech Illinois is proposing to offer the splitter a line at a time, 

multiple CLECs will share a single line card (presently four lines per card, twenty-four 

splitters. 

lOl4m2 I s22ca Iw6c 042 .: . . ‘5: 
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a CLEC utilizing the high frequency portion of the loop (HFPL) may perform intrusive . 

+I. -mechanized loop testing when the CLEC has established data service OntheHFPL’and, .‘* 

prior to engaging in such testing, informs the end user customer that the testing will 

interrupt both the data and voice telephone services served by that line and secures the 

end user customer’s permission to perform such testing. Second, the CLEC must assume 

any and all liability for any such intrusive testing it performs, including the payment of - ---- 

all costs associated with any damage, service interruption, or other degradation or 

damage to Ameritech Illinois’ facilities, and also must release, defend and indemniQ 
\ 
’ : 

Akeritech Illinois, and hold Ameritech Illinois harmless, from any claims for loss or 

damages, including but not limited to direct, indirect or consequential damages, made 

against Ameritech Illinois by any end user customer, telecommunications se&e 

provider or telecommunications user relating to such testing by the CLEC. bbsent such 
:c 

terms, if the CLEC believes that intrusive testing is necessq as a result of physical fault 

troubles on the loop, the CLEC or end user should refer these troubles to Ameritech 

Illinois to test, verie, and clear if necessary. 
. 

: . . 
It is notable that Ameritech Illinois is also lookinwg at ways to provide remote test aicess 

to the high fkquency portion of ihe loop’and has shared those plans with the CLECs at 

the collaborative sessions. While no decision has been reached to purchase this test 
’ --. 

system; herite& Illinois will provide all CLECs test access on a non-discriminatory 

- basis should Ameritech Illjnpis decide-to purchase the system. . 
. ‘A ._-. . _... - . - _ . . . . 
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6 Q. RHYTHMS AKD &AD, HOWEVER, ARGUE THAT THEY SHOULD HAVE 
7 DIRECT PHYSICAL ACCESS TO THE LOOP AT THE M41N DISTRIBUTION- 
8 FRAME. HOW DO YOU RESPOXD? 

9 A. Rhythms and Covad should not be allowed access to Ameritech Illinois main or 
1 

10 

11 of access would deny Ameritech Illinois the ability to protect its own equipment, a right 

12 provided by the FCC in its Advanced Service Order, FCC 99-48, Paragraph 48: “We 

13 

14 

15 

16- 

17 
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To recap, CLECs wiI1 have test access opportunities at the splitter, will have access to . 

Ameritech Illinois remote test access vehicle, ML? in addition to CLECs own ability to 

perform trouble isolation through normal intemet service provider capabilities, i.e., 

“‘pinging the modem”, testing at their DSLAM and finally, testing at the customer’s 

premise at the Nerwork Interface Device. 

’ 

intermediate distribution frames for test access purposes, or any other purpose. This kind 

agree with commenting incumbent LECs that protection of their equipment ig crucial to 
i 

the incumbents’ O’H~ ability of offer sekces to their customers.” Ameritech f’llinois has 

provided CLECs with the test access in accoidance with the Line Sharing Order. See 

Appendix B, Section 5 1.3 19, paragraph (h) (7)(I) “Incumbent LECS must provide, on a 
. 

nondiscriminatory basis, physical loop test access points to requesting carriers at the , 

splitter . . . U At a minimum, Ameritech IIlinais has met this condition by providing test 

access at a point that the CLECs can verify their signals from their DSLAM through the* 

splitter fkme wiring and out the splitter destined to the end user, -and the intemet service, 

provider. However, kneritech Illinois went beyond these minimum requirements of 

-. _. .-. _ - 
..- . . em._ . . . 
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2 
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4 

5 
, 

6 

7 

8 

9 

?O 

11 

12 

13 

“test access at the splitter*’ and has provided CLECs with access to Ameritech Illinois . 

Mechanized Loop Testing or MLT. CLECs had long requested MLT access during the 
. . . . - 

collaborative sessions but Ameritech Illinois did not at first agree to provide. Through 

both parties negotiating the terms and agreements, Ameritech Illinois has provided MLT 

access for the purposes of CLEC testing the physical loop. Such MLT access is being 

provided to CLECs at,no charge. Notwithstanding the capabilities that CLECs now have 
-_ _ _. _ _ . .^_.. 

- to test not only the high frequency portion of the loop AN? the narrowband or low 

frequency portion of the loop, the CLECs now claim they need access to Ameritech 

Illinois frames for further testing presumably to ensure that Ameritech Illinois has wired 
4 

their circuits correctly. CLECs will not have any information as to where these circuits 

are even wired out on the frames and even if they had this information, Ameritech Illinois 

contends that any reported troubIe and/or suspicion of trouble in Ameritech Illinois’ 
‘i 

nework should be referred to Ameritech Illinois for resolution of network tro\bles. 

14 JSSUE5: _ 

15 Q. DESCRIBE AMERITECH ILLIF\‘OIS’ POSITION WITH RESPECT TO 
16 PROVISIONn’G AKD IKSTALLATIO,I’ Ih-TERVALS. : 1 . 

17 A.. Where no conditioning is requested, the provisioning and installation interval for orders 

18 of l-20 loops per order or per end-user location should be five business days. For orders 

19 of more than 20 loops per order or per end user location, where no conditioning is 

20 requested, the provisioning and installation interval should be f&teen business days or as 

agreed by the parties. Where conditioning is requested, the provisioning and installation 
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interval for orders of l-20 loops per order or per end-user location should be ten business 

days. Orders of more than twenty loops per order or per end user location, where - 

conditioning is requested, should have a provisioning and installation interval as agreed 

by the parties. Ameritech Illinois will provide CLECs with these provisioning and 

installation intervals or parity with the inten’als realized for Ameritech Illinois’ data 

affiliate, whichever is’less. The parity requirement levels the playing field for all CLECs 

and ensure Ameritech Illinois will have every incentive to improve its process to 

provision as quickly as possible for all CLECs. 
\ 
t c 

These intervals are entirely reasonable based on the amount of work required to provision 

and install the HFPL UNE. For example, in the circumstance where loop conditioning is 

required (for which Ameritech Illinois has proposed a 10 business-day interval), an 
? 

engineer must first issue an order directing a technician to actually perform th\ 

conditioning work. The technician must then be dispatched to the field. These 

technicians are not dedicated solely to the performance of loop conditioning; they have 
- - - __..__._. _.__ _ .__._.____.._- 

other responsibilities as well and are not generally available to instantaneously condition : 

a loop for a particular requesting CLEC. (In theory, of course, Ameritech Illinois could 

provide a dedicated technician to condition lines for each CLEC on a moment’s notice, 
. 

but the cost would be prohibitive.) 
.; * - 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 bnce the technician is able to schedule the field work, he or she may encounter 
. 

20 circumst&ces that m-&e the task diff’cultto accomplish in an abbreviated time frame. 
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1 For example, some loop conditioning will require the technician to venture into a 

2 manhole. Occasionally, the technician will discover that water is present in the manhole; 

3 - -‘when this occu&, the water must be pumped out. On rare occasions, the’re’may be a need ~ 

4 for the technician to use supplemental air tanks to work on pressurized cables. 

5 * % Ameritech Illinois’ proposed language offers the CLECs provisioning and installation in 

-.. 6 ._ ._ .--the same ordering and provisioning time internals as Ameritech lllinois provides its data 

7 

8 

affiliate. This is all that is required by the FCC; the Line Sharing Order provides in 

relevant part: 
I 
\ 
; 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

14 

Specifically, we expect that incumbent LECs will implement ordering and 
provisioning mechanisms and interfaces that provide competitive LECs with the 
ability to obtain access to the high frequency portion of the loop in the same 
ordering and provisioning time intervals that the incumbent provides for its own 
xDSL-based service? 

b 
Amerirech Illinois’ language therefore meers the requirements of the Line Shhcing Order 

,. I 

15 and provides the CLECs with rapid, manageqble time frames for provisioning and 

16 

17 

18 

installation. Additionally, the intervals proposed by Ameritech Illinois are the same as 

wholesale provisioning inten’als already approved. For example, the permissible interval t 

for an order of l-20 DSL-capable loops where no conditioning is required is 5 bus&es; 

19 days. 

20 Q. COVADiRHSTHhlS PROPOSAL ADVAKES CERTAIK PROVISIO?;ING AKD . ._ - 
1. 

_. 
Line Sharing Order,~~lO7 (foot&k omitted). - 

- 
2J 
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